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Abstract: In this paper we examined the factors of residents’ support for sustainable tourism development in 
Mardin city-Turkey, in the context of gender as social structure. We found that people are sensitive about 
positive and negative effects of tourism, in association with society attachment and involvement, with bigger 
role for the later. And the perceptions of positive effects reduce their evaluation of the negative effects. Also 
we found that women are less active in transforming their attitude toward the effects of tourism to behavior 
toward sustainable tourism. But they are ready, more than men, to support sustainable tourism and ignore its 
negative effects, in spite of their higher sensitivity for the negative effects. So we recommend raising the role 
of local community and giving women more chances in the different levels of tourism activities. 
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Economic activities use the natural and human resources to make profit, or satisfy human needs. But the 
human needs are infinite and resources are limited, this raises the issue of sustainable use of resources or 
sustainable development. Tourism also is an economic activity and raises the same problem (Amir et al., 
2015). In addition, tourism is resource-intensive, so it needs a special attention as it may cause social and 
environmental problems (Lu and Nepal, 2009). At the same time, compared to other sectors, tourism has a 
high potentiality in providing (and distributing) income and creating job opportunities for women and 
marginalized groups, so it may be a positive factor in sustainable development (Liu et al., 2012; Zolfani et al., 
2015). The concept of sustainable tourism appeared partially as a reaction to the negative effects of tourism 
activity and as a way to reduce those effects; it later became an appropriate approach for tourism 
development (Bramwell and Lane, 1993; Bramwell and Lane, 2012; Zolfani et al., 2015). In its broader term, 
sustainable tourism is a directive philosophy or a set of principles transferred from sustainable development 
into tourism (Hardy et al., 2002; Mihalic, 2014; Ruhanen, 2008). The transferring followed the publication of 
the Brundtland Commission’s report (Our Common Future) in 1987 (Saarinen, 2006). According to this 
report the sustainable development is: “a development that meets the needs of the present without 
compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs” (WCED, 1987, P. 43). So the World 
Tourism Organization defined sustainable tourism as:  
“Sustainable tourism development meets the needs of present tourists and host regions while protecting and 
enhancing opportunities for the future. It is envisaged as leading to management of all resources in such a 
way that economic, social and aesthetic needs can be fulfilled while maintaining cultural integrity, essential 
ecological processes, biological diversity and life support systems”. (WTO, 2001, cited in Liu, 2003, P.460) 
 
There are many different understanding of sustainability, the most important three among them are: 
resource based, activity based and community based. While the limits of activity are not reached yet, there is 
a problem in the limits of resources, to overcome this, different types of negotiation and participation of 
stakeholders and interested groups were used. This approach is called community approach. It “stresses the 
wider involvement and empowerment of various actors, especially host communities, in development by 
emphasizing the elements of social capital in a local context” (Saarinen, 2006, p.1130). So the stakeholders, 
especially host community, determine the limits of sustainable development of tourism through the 
negotiations and participation (Liu, 2003; Saarinen, 2006). In the community based approach the sustainable 
tourism is not an objective concept, but it is defined in the context of social structures where we have conflict 
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interests, power relations, and different levels of knowledge among stakeholders (Tosun, 2000). For a 
successful sustainable development of tourism, and a continual successful functioning of this sector, one of 
the essential factors is the continual support of host community (Kuvan and Akan, 2005). So understanding 
the precedents of this support is very important (Lee, 2013). In this context the researchers refer to the 
importance of local factors for a successful planning and management of sustainable development of tourism, 
but the majority of studies about the resident attitude conducted in developed countries and developed 
destinations, as many researchers noted (Mason and Cheyne, 2000; Nepal, 2008; Nunkoo and Ramkissoon, 
2010; Nunkoo & Gursoy, 2012; Teye et al., 2002). Therefore it is important to study this topic in the context of 
developing countries and less developed destinations, to make unique characteristics and common 
characteristics between developed and developing countries, relating to our issue, clearest. Accordingly, 
choosing a tourism destination in Turkey for our study provides an important case study. In the year of 2012 
Turkey was at the eleventh position by international tourism receipts (Turkish Hotelier Federation, 2013). 
While Turkey is considered a developing country, Mardin is less developed area relative to Turkey’s general 
level. This represents economic and social dimensions deserve studying the factors of sustainable tourism 
support in their contexts. Our paper is ordered as follow: we start by introduction, followed by literature 
review, methodology is the third part, the fourth part is the empirical results, and at the end of it we have 
conclusion and implications.   
 
2. Literature Review 
 
Researchers have tried to understand the relationship between community residents’ perceptions (attitude) 
of tourism and its impact, their support for tourism development, and the antecedents of these perceptions 
and support (Nunkoo and Ramkissoon, 2010; Teye et al., 2002), using many conceptual models and theories. 
These models include the Irridex, the Tourism Area Life Cycle TALC, social representation theory SRT, social 
exchange theory SET, growth machine theory, dependency theory (Choi and Murray, 2010), identity theory, 
and the theory of planned behavior TPB. By studying 140 articles issued between 1984-2010 on residents’ 
attitudes to tourism Nunkoo et al. (2013) found that (56,3%) used SET, 18.8%, TALC 11%, Irridix 6.3%, 
Theory of reasoned action (developed to the theory of planed behavior TPB), and 4.7% Social representation 
theory. Irridix tried to explain the negative attitude of residents toward tourism by the increasing number of 
tourists with the development of the destination. However, many researchers questioned the validity of 
Irridix and showed results contradicted this model (García et al., 2015). For TALC model, which explained the 
negative attitude by the advanced stage of life cycle of the destination, its applications gave different results 
(García et al., 2015). These two frames may not be beneficial for our paper, as our case study is less developed 
destination.  
 
The Social exchange theory SET suggests that the residents are likely to support tourism development as long 
as they perceive that its benefits will be more than its costs, individually and socially. These costs and benefits 
are economic, socio-cultural and environmental (Choi and Murray, 2010; Easterling, 2004; Harrill, 2004; 
Nunkoo and Ramkissoon, 2010). The majority of empirical studies supported SET (Chhabra, 2007; lee, 2013; 
Weaver and Lawton, 2013; Yoon et al., 2001) but some showed mixed results (Andereck et al., 2005). In 
addition, Sharpley (2014) questioned the applicability of the theory when there is no connection between 
tourists and residents. Also Nunkoo and Ramkissoon (2010, P. 246) considered that using attitudes to 
understand the support for tourism omit the “explicit reference to the self-identity”. Thus some researchers 
suggest social representations theory as alternative (Sharpley, 2014) or complementary (Weaver and 
Lawton, 2013) for SET. This means that there is no consensus about this theory, though its dominance. Social 
representations theory SRT proposes that attitudes reflect underlying social representations of reality which 
are widely shared in society. They are shared perceptions of the nature of phenomena and the cause of events 
(Dickinson and Dickinson, 2006; Weaver and Lawton, 2013). This theory used and supported by some studies 
(Perez and Nadal, 2005; Weaver and Lawton, 2013), but the measures of social representations are neither 
clear nor unified. According to the theory of planed behavior TPB, which is an advanced version of the theory 
of reasoned action, which was used and supported by (Dyer et al., 2007); the internal factors such as an 
individual’s attitude towards the behavior, subjective norms and perceived behavioral control are the 
determinant of support for tourism, but this theory is not widely tested in the area of tourism support 
(Nunkoo and Ramkissoon, 2010). However, in the view of traditional structuralism and post structuralism, 
the contextual factors or social structures shape the behavior of individuals and groups. These factors may be 
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economic, as in the view of Marxist structuralism, culture, power, space and place (Davis, 2001). In this 
context, gender is one of the important social structures and its role deserves studying.  
 
In post-modernism views of the world “we no longer have dominant paradigms that change through time as 
much as we have multiple paradigms juxtaposed at a given time” (Davis, 2001, p. 131). So we should not be 
informed only by one or two theories in tourism, especially, relating to residents’ attitude toward tourism, 
rather we should be informed by many theories. Accordingly, based on a mix of previous theories as a 
background, we suggest a mixed model MM, as in the figure (1). Initially we assume that people are rational in 
their behavior and decision, using the available information to make the best decision. But as we know people 
have different rationalities, different ideas, different values, and different information; depending on 
differences in the natural abilities and social contexts, where they live and interact. So we expect that the 
attitude toward sustainable tourism is built starting from a different sensitivity of people to tourism effects, 
followed by the attitude toward these effects, and reaching to the behavior or decision of supporting tourism 
or opposing it. This process, as a whole proceeds in and conditioned by the social contexts. So we need to be 
informed by theoretical frameworks that link the variables and stages of this process (Moscardo, 2011; 
Nunkoo and Ramkissoon, 2010). Therefore, we need to mix socio-structural (socio-economic) and socio 
psychological (attitudes, beliefs and values) approaches (Dietz et al., 1998, cited in Dickinson and Dickinson, 
2006).  
 
The negative and positive effects, or costs and benefits, of tourism are divided into three groups: economic, 
socio-cultural and environmental (Andereck et al., 2005). Each group has its own positive and negative 
aspects. The majority of researchers studied the relationship between the general perceived effects as two 
groups, positive and negative, and support for tourism. They found a significant negative relationship for the 
negative perceived effects and a significant positive relationship for the positive perceived effects (Choi and 
Murray, 2010; Gursoy, 2004; Gursoy, 2006; Jurowski, 2004; Koa and Stewart, 2002; Lee, 2013; Sanchez et al., 
2011). Only (Gursoy, 2006) found that the negative relationship between costs and support is not significant.  
Other researchers used the positive and negative impacts and their economic, socio-cultural and 
environmental aspects separately or used only some of them (Dyer et al., 2007; Gursoy, 2004; Yoon et al., 
2001). The results were not supportive for all aspects. Therefore, in line with SET and TPB which refer to the 
importance of attitude (perceived negative and positive impacts) in forming the behavior (supporting 
tourism) (Nunkoo and Ramkissoon, 2010), we suggest the following two hypotheses: 
H1: A positive relationship exists between perceived positive impacts of sustainable tourism (perceived 
benefits PB) and residents’ support for sustainable tourism development (STD). 
H2: A negative relationship exists between perceived negative impacts of sustainable tourism (perceived 
costs PC) and residents’ support for sustainable tourism development (STD). 
 
According to Gursoy (2006, p. 610) “the most salient impact is likely to influence the perception of all other 
impacts”, however, he couldn’t support this idea empirically. For Mardin, as tourism is a mean of economic 
development and improving the well-being of society, we expect that people perceiving of those positive 
impacts of tourism may reduce their evaluation of the negative impacts. Therefore, we propose the following 
hypothesis: 
H3: A negative relationship exists between perceived positive impacts PB and perceived negative impacts PC 
of sustainable tourism development.  
 
For McCool and Martin (1994) cited in (Harill, 2004) community attachment is “extent and pattern of social 
participation and integration into community life, and sentiment or affect toward the community”, this may 
contain many elements of “emotion, affect, meaning, feeling, bonding, and value” (Nicholas et al., 2009, p. 
395). In the view Kyle et al. (2004) cited in (Lee, 2013, p. 38), the residents’ “attachment to their community 
is demonstrated through the concepts of community identity, community dependence, social bonding within 
a community, and affective responses to feelings regarding a community”. Therefore, community attachment 
plays an important role in residents´ attitude toward society development (Nicholas et al., 2009), and then 
sustainable tourism development. This is in line with SRT which refers to the role of a stock of shared values, 
ideas, beliefs, and practices inside a society or group’s member, in the attitude (Dickinson and Dickinson, 
2006; Weaver and Lawton, 2013); and TPB, which says “if the individual perceives that his or her family, 
friends or members living in a community encourages such support for tourism, he or she will be more 
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willing to support such development” (Nunkoo and Ramkissoon, 2010, p. 530). The Measures of community 
attachment and its relationship with tourism development deferred among researchers (Nicholas et al., 
2009). Some researchers used the birth place and length of staying to measure the attachment (Davis et al., 
1988; Jurowski et al., 1997; Lankford and Howard, 1994; Liu and Var, 1986; McCool and Martin 1994; 
McGehee and Andereck 2004; Sheldon and Var, 1984; cited in Andereck et al., 2005 and García et al., 2015), 
though McCool and Martin (1994) cited in (Mason and Cheyne, 2000) did not find a clear relationship 
between community attachment and length of residence. Others used self-evaluation items in the 
questionnaire (Choi and Murray, 2010; Gursoy and Kendall, 2006; Gursoy and Rutherford, 2004; Lee, 2013; 
Nicholas et al., 2009). Some researchers studied the direct relationship between community attachment and 
support for tourism (Nicholas et al, 2009), others mediated the perceived costs and benefits between them 
(Choi and Murray, 2010; Gursoy and Kendall, 2006; Gursoy and Rutherford, 2004; Jurowski and Gursoy, 
2004).  
 
Liu and Var (1986), Sheldon and Var (1984), and Um and Crompton (1987) cited in (Mason and Cheyne, 
2000) reported that a longer residency is associated with negative stance toward tourism development. On 
the other hand, while McCool and Martin (1994) cited in (Mason and Cheyne, 2000) found that more 
attachment means higher evaluation of positive and negative effects of tourism, Davis et al. (1988) cited in 
(Tosun, 2002) reported that the attached people are more positive about tourism than the less attached ones. 
However, Lankford and Howard (1994) cited in (Tosun, 2002) found no significant relationship between the 
two. According to Nicholas et al. (2009) results, there is a positive direct relationship between community 
attachment and support for tourism. Choi and Murray (2010) findings, referred to a direct and indirect 
positive relationships between community attachments and tourism. Gursoy & Rutherford (2004) reported 
that community attachment has a positive relationship with perceived positive economic and social impacts 
but has no relationships with perceived social and cultural negative impacts and perceived positive cultural 
impacts. Gursoy and Kendall (2006) and lee (2013) reported no significance relationships between 
community attachment and perceived cost, but they found a positive relationship between community 
attachment and perceived benefit of tourism development. So there is no consensus among researchers on 
this topic. But in recent studies they tend to show the existence of a positive relationship (directly or 
indirectly by perceived benefits) between community attachment and tourism development. In this context, 
as our case study is less developed and sustainable development represents an opportunity for developing 
the area, we suggest, using self-evaluation items to measure attachment, and in line with TSR and TPB, the 
following hypotheses: 
H4: A positive relationship exists between community attachment CA and perceived positive impacts PB of 
sustainable tourism development.  
H5: A negative relationship exists between community attachment CA and perceived negative impacts PC of 
sustainable tourism development.  
H6: A positive direct relationship exists between community attachment CA and residents’ support for 
sustainable tourism development STD.  
 
By applying the TPB in the context of tourism Nunkoo and Ramkissoon (2010, p. 530) conclude that, as the 
power of residents affects their support for tourism development, “the greater the individual perceives that 
he or she has control over his or her behavior towards tourism, he or she would be more willing to support 
tourism development”.  According to Nelson (1993) cited in Choi and Murray (2010) the participation of 
residents in decision making is a basic signal for sustainable tourism. Nicholas et al. (2009, p. 396) referred to 
the same idea saying: “community involvement-in tourism planning and management - is considered to be 
the cornerstone of sustainable tourism development”. Many researchers explored the relationship between 
community involvements and tourism. Choi and Murray (2010) studied the role of community participation, 
and found no direct relationship between community participation and support for tourism, but there was a 
negative relationship between community participation and positive impacts of tourism, and a positive 
relationship between community participation and negative impacts of tourism. But Nicholas et al., (2009) 
could not find a direct or indirect relationship. However, Lee (2013) studied the indirect relationship by 
mediating perceived benefits and costs, and assured the existence of indirect positive relationship between 
community involvement and sustainable tourism development through perceived benefits. As there are no 
clear cut results in this area we suggest the following hypotheses:  
H7: A positive relationship exists between community involvement CI and perceived positive impacts PB of 
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sustainable tourism development.  
H8: A negative relationship exists between community involvement and perceived negative impacts PC of 
sustainable tourism development.  
H9: A positive direct relationship exists between community involvement CI and residents’ support for 
sustainable tourism development STD.  
 
Gender as a social structure plays an important role, especially in the developing countries. The Marxist view 
says that class differences, in capitalism system of production, are the mechanism that enables men to restrict 
women from work, income and independence; and structures labor force hierarchically. Others say the 
patriarchal relations determined women access to occupations. Or we can say that the capitalist hierarchy 
and patriarchy both shape the gender role (Chhabra, 2007; Kinnaird and Hall, 2000), and affect the ideas, 
values and behavior of humans. Also Nunkoo and Ramkissoon (2010) say, in the context of TPB, that the 
inequality of power between men and women, and then the differences in their control over tourism may lead 
to differences in their support for tourism development (Alonso, 2015). In empirical studies, Mason and 
Cheyne (2000) found that the women are less supportive of tourism development. Also Nunkoo and Gursoy 
(2012) found no effect of gender on the attitudes of positive impacts but it affects the attitudes of negative 
impacts of tourism. And the women were more negative. However, they considered gender as one of 
socio-demographic factors, which may affect, but not general social structure that makes the context of the 
whole process. Relating to the role of gender, in line with structuralism and post structuralism, we consider 
gender as one of social structures that shapes the interaction between sustainable tourism development and 
local community, and suggests the following hypothesis;  
H10: there are significant differences between men and women in their attitudes and behavior toward 




Study Site and Context is Mardin city in Turkey. Mardin is located in Southeast Anatolia. It is one of the most 
important cities in Turkey with its natural beauties, cultural heritage and socio-cultural elements. It was 
added to a tentative list of Unesco World Heritage sites. It has a unique population diversity in Turkey. Kurds, 
Arabs, Turks, Assyrians, Christians, and Muslims live in the city. But there are many obstacles for tourism 
development, such as weak human resources and transport infrastructure, lack of diversified tourism 
products, non-availability of tourism information (Toprak et al., 2014, 114-137). Mardin is a less developed 
area, relative to Turkey in general, by economic and social measures. The social structure is characterized by 
large nuclei families composed of 8 members (Toprak et al., 2014, 114-137). According to an EU report in 
2013 there are the following indications about the situation of gender equality in Turkey: The general 
employment rate of women in the Turkish labor market (28.7%) in 2012, the EU-27-average (58.6%). 
Tertiary education attainment of women in Turkey is 10.6% in 2012, the EU-27-average 25.8%. Gender pay 
gap is between 10% and 30% in favor of men. And the shares of women in the management positions are 
7.0%, the EU-27 average 33.0%. And we expect the situation will be worse in Mardin, as it is less developed 
area in Turkey.  
 
According to Turkey Tourism Strategy- 2023 (Ministry of Culture and Tourism- 2007, pp 11-13) Turkey will 
adopt a sustainable tourism approach and will aim at the same time to "leverage the rates of employment and 
regional development ……..To become a world brand in tourism and a major destination in the list of top five 
countries, receiving the highest number of tourism and highest tourism revenues by 2023". There is an 
important role for local community residents in facilitating the execution of this strategy, and raising the 
contribution of the tourism sector to the local economy, in the context of sustainable tourism development. So 
it is important to understand the attitude of Mardin resident toward sustainable tourism development; as it 
belongs to a developing country (Turkey), less developed as a tourism destination, and less developed by 
socio- economic measures, specially relating to gender. Therefore, it is a good case study for our paper. We 
used a questionnaire, previously used by Lee (2013). We feel that this questionnaire is suitable for our paper 
for two reasons. Firstly, to be able to make a reasonable comparison with Lee (2013), as this research 
conducted in a developing country. Secondly, this questionnaire covers the variables that we want to study. In 
addition, we discussed the questionnaire with five of teaching staff members of High School of Tourism and 
Hotel Management- Artuklu University, and they agreed that the questionnaire is suitable for this study. The 
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questionnaire contains /32/ items in addition to socio-demographic characteristics. Five items to measure 
support for sustainable tourism development, three for perceived costs, ten for perceived benefits, four for 
community involvement and ten for community attachment.  
 
The research was conducted in Mardin city between April and May 2015, by simple random sampling, and 
face to face questionnaire, by the authors. We tested the people understanding for the questionnaire by a 
sample of 50 people, and found a good understanding. Five strategic locations were chosen to conduct the 
questionnaire, as we expect that the majority of Mardin people should pass through these locations (the 
biggest mall in Mardin, the governorship gate, the government hospital yard, the old Mardin bus terminal and 
the biggest public garden in Mardin). About 20% of people, who were asked to fill the questionnaire, accepted 
to do, as they were busy or they did not like to do. We could get 900 filled questionnaire, 66 (or 7%) were not 
completed, and 834 (or 93%) were valid. We used SPSS 21 and AMOS and Structural Equation Model to 
analyze and test our hypotheses. “Structural equation modeling (SEM) is a technique for simultaneously 
estimating the relationships between observed and latent variables (the measurement model), and the 
relationships among the latent variables (the structural model). SEM is a method that has gained popularity 
because it combines confirmatory factor analysis and regression analysis to model the variety of 





Our population was Mardin city population, /383984/in the year of 2014, for Artuklu and Kiziltepe districts 
(Turkish Statistical Institute website). For demographic profile of the respondents, our sample size was 
/834/, among them 352 (42,2%) women and 482(57,8%) men, the ratio for Turkey as a whole was 49,8% 
and 50,2% relatively for the year of 2014(Turkish Statistical Institute website), the majority of them were 
single (51,3%) In terms of age (44,40%) were between 18-25, (24,90%) between 26-35, (17,70%) between 
36-45, (9,60%) between 46-55 and (3,40%) 56 and more. Relating to education (27,1% ) completed 
university level education. This means that the sample is balanced relative to Mardin society, as it is a young 
society with high fertility rates and the restricted activity for women outside home. Relating to the 
measurement model which relates the observed variables to latent variables, we conducted the confirmatory 
factor analysis CFA, and the results are shown in table (1). The loading of factors was between /0,74-0,93/ 
and /P<0,05/, which means the convergent validity, as they are more than /0,60/ (Nicolas, 2009). The 
Cronbach’s alpha values refer to the internal consistency, as they are between (0,74 -0,96), and more than the 
threshold of (0.70) (Nunnally, 1978; cited in Nicolas, 2009). The average variance extracted AVE values 
ranged between /0,66-0,80/, also are more than the accepted value of /0.50/ (Fornell and Larcker, 1981; 
cited in Nicolas, 2009) these mean good validity and reliability. For the goodness of fit of the model we used 
the indices used by Nicolas, (2009), and got Chi-square = 1195,15, Degrees of freedom = 451 and Probability 
level = 0,000 which implies that the measurement did not fit the data well, but Chi square/df = 2,65 is good 
indicator as it is less than threshold 3, the comparative fit index (CFI) was 0.92 (more than 0.90) and the root 
mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) of 0.063 (less than 0.08) are also good indicators of fitness.  
 
We estimated the structural model, using the whole sample. The table (2) is showing the results. The 
goodness of fit of the model is measured by the same indices as a measurement model. Chi-square = 1312,41, 
Degrees of freedom = 451, Probability level = 0,000, Chi-square /df = 2,91 the comparative fit index (CFI) of 
0.93 and the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) of 0.067, which means acceptable level of 
fitness, though chi-square is not good. As we can see in the table /2/ our hypotheses 1, 2, 3,4,5,7, 9 are 
supported at the significant level of 0.05, the hypotheses 6 and 8 is refused at the significant level of 0.05. To 
test hypothesis10 we conducted the multi-group analysis, which is used in SEM to test whether the 
parameters are equivalent (or invariant) across groups, or whether the same theories is valid across groups 
in the same ways. According to Byrne, (2004, p272) "it is typically assumed that the instrument of 
measurement is operating in exactly the same way, and that the underlying construct being measured has the 
same theoretical structure for each group under study. As evidenced from reviews of the literature, however, 
these two critically important assumptions are rarely, if ever, tested statistically. One approach to addressing 
this issue of equivalence is to test for the invariance of both the items and the factorial structure across 
groups using the analysis of covariance ....structures. As such, one would test for the equivalence of all items 
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designed to measure the construct underlying each subscale.., as well as relations among these underlying 
constructs”. We grouped our sample by gender and estimated full constrained and unconstrained models, 
after omitting the insignificant path of community attachment to sustainable tourism support, compared the 
Chi-square and degrees of freedom, and made decision about existence of significant difference between the 
two groups. As we can see in the table /3/panel (a), there is a significant difference, this allows us to go ahead 
and test the whole paths over the two groups.  And there are significant differences between men and 
women for all paths. This supports hypothesis 10.  
 
Our results about association of residents’ perceptions for benefits and costs of sustainable tourism 
development and their support for sustainable tourism development, are correspond with the results of the 
majority of previous studies (Choi and Murray, 2010; Gursoy and Kendall, 2006; Gursoy and Rutherford, 
2004; Lee, 2013, Nicholas et al., 2009; Nunkoo and Ramkissoon, 2010) that there is a negative association for 
costs and a positive association for benefits. These support Lee’s, (2013, p.42) findings about the 
“international and multicultural perspectives on community-based sustainable tourism development”. But as 
we can see in table /4/, which compares our results with those of Lee, (2013) as a study of developing 
country but developed destination with a sample of tourism involvement people, and Choi and Murray, 
(2010) as a study of developed country, the people in a developed country and developed destination are less 
supportive of tourism. We expect this to be, in line with Irridix and TALC, a result of the level of countries and 
destinations development. In addition the more involved people may be more aware of the positive and 
negative effects of tourism. The negative association between PB and PC, may be explained by the fact that 
people start thinking about tourism as beneficial economic activity and later they realize its costs, or they 
ignore the negative effect as it is small at the first stage. This finding is somehow new as we could not find it in 
previous studies.      
 
For community attachment, as we noted in the literature review the studies reflected different findings. We 
found an insignificant positive direct relationship which was significant in Choi and Murray, (2010) and 
Nicolas et al. (2009). Considering the association of CA and PB and PC, we found a positive association and a 
negative association respectively. This agrees partially with Gursoy and Kendall, (2006) and Lee, (2013), as 
they could not find a significant relationship for PC. From table /4/ we see that in the cases of Choi and 
Murray, (2010) and Lee, (2013) there is a stronger positive association between CA and PB, and a stronger 
negative relationship with PC for Choi and Murray, (2010) with no relationship for Lee, (2013), compared 
with ours. We relate this to the degree of destination development and using additional variables for the first 
and tourism involvement of the sample in the second, also may it be related to the dependency on tourism as 
a source of income directly or indirectly, as we expect that this dependency reduced the sensitivity of Lee, 
(2013) sample for this path. By exploring the role of community involvement, there was a positive direct 
association between CI and STD, which means that the involved people may support tourism, without making 
special attitude toward its effects, while Choi and Murray (2010) and Nicolas et al. (2009) found an 
insignificant negative association. So we can say that more involved people may be more positive about 
tourism, regardless of their attitude. For the association between CI and PB and PC, there was a positive 
association. This is in line with the results of Lee, (2013) for the PB and Choi and Murray (2010) for PC, but it 
was at the opposite of Choi and Murray (2010) for PB. For our results it could be explained by the increasing 
level of knowledge about the negative and positive effects of tourism, with more involvement, and the level of 
destination development, as our case study is at the starting level and there are not much negative 
experiences yet.  
 
While we used gender as a social structure that shapes the model and its variables as a whole, the previous 
studies used it as one of the demographic characteristics. Table /3/ panel (2) shows significant differences 
between men and women. Considering the paths of effects of perceived cost and perceived benefits on 
sustainable tourism development, the women are less able to turn their attitudes to effective behavior toward 
tourism. We can explain this result by the level of social development of Mardin society and the constraints 
on the behavior and rights of women. For the path of the relationship between community involvement and 
STD, we can see that with higher involvement the women provide a stronger direct support for STD than men 
and their sensitivity for PC increases with the increase of involvement more than men, while men are more 
sensitive for the positive effects. This means higher readiness of women to support tourism, as a chance for 
better future, without make a special attitude toward cost and benefits. In addition with the increase in 
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women knowledge by the involvement they became more sensitive for the negative effects of tourism. By 
looking at the relationship between PB and PC, we find a balanced view of the two by men, as there is no 
significant relationship, but for women there is a negative significant relationship. This reflects the different 
chances available for men and women to get knowledge for the interest of men, as the evaluation of negative 
effects needs higher level of knowledge than the positive ones, in addition to tourism as good chance for 
women. For CA there are not important differences between men and women relating to the relationships 
with PB, though it is somehow stronger in the case of men. But there is negative relationship with costs, this 
means with more attachment women are ready, more than men, to ignore the negative effects of tourism and 
provide support for it.   
 
5. Conclusion and Implications 
 
In this paper we tested /10/ hypotheses, relating to the resident’s attitude toward sustainable development 
of tourism and its antecedents and social context. To contribute to the efforts that try to understand this 
phenomenon; /8/ of our hypotheses were accepted, while two were refused. And our model after testing is 
showed in the figure 2. The first three hypotheses were informed by SET and TBP. They were accepted, which 
means that people compare between the cost and benefits of sustainable tourism and support it if the benefits 
are more than the costs. This confirms SET. Also the third hypothesis suggests that people appreciate benefits 
more than costs and they may ignore the cost because of the benefits. However, as there is a significant direct 
association between community involvement and support for sustainable tourism development, we can say 
that not only the perceptions of costs and benefits determine the support; there are other factors, such as 
community involvement. This path assures the TBP. For the community attachment, the hypotheses 4 and 5 
were accepted, which means that more attached people tend to appreciate the positive effects of tourism and 
depreciate the negative effects. This supports TSR and TPB. However, the hypothesis 6 was refused, 
suggesting no direct relationship between CA and STD. Relating to the community involvement the 
hypotheses 7and 9 were accepted while the opposite of hypothesis 8 was acceptable, which means the more 
the involvement , the greater the appreciation of benefits and costs of tourism will be, with strongest effect 
for benefits. This also suggests supporting TPB, which refers to the role of control over the behavior in 
supporting it. Generally, there are indirect relationship between CA and STD, and direct and indirect 
relationship between CI and STD, with a stronger role for CI. The acceptance of hypothesis 10 means that 
gender as a social structure is one of the important contexts that shape the sustainable tourism supporting 
and its factors, and the interaction between them. This supports the using of structuralism and post 
structuralism in the context of tourism.   
 
In general, we note that the theories which informed us supported partially, as they could explain the results 
together. This supports our dependence on the postmodernism view. And this gave us some new idea about 
this issue. Firstly, people in the developing countries and less developed destinations are less sensitive to the 
positive and negative effects of tourism, in association with society attachment. But with more involvement 
their knowledge and sensitivity increases. Secondly, people in developing countries and less developed 
people, with seeing the positive effects, reduce their evaluation of the negative effects. Thirdly, women are 
less active in transforming their attitude toward the positive and negative effects of tourism to support for 
sustainable tourism. But they are ready, more than men, to support sustainable tourism and ignore its 
negative effects, though their higher sensitivity to negative effects with more involvement. Depending on 
these results we can recommend the tourism decision makers to concentrate their efforts on raising the role 
of local community in all stages of tourism activities, especially giving women more chances in different levels 
of activities: planning, controlling, and managing. And increase promotion activities, such as festivals, 
conferences, sport events, in addition to developing tourism education with its different levels (technical and 
high) that contribute in developing the local resident’s involvement in and their knowledge about tourism 
and their attachment to the community. And provide more support for small projects in tourism especially 
that is owned by women, such as studying the investment opportunities in this field and provide financial and 
technical facilities   
 
In generalizing the results of this study there is some limitations should be taken into account. The limitations 
of this study were the using of (Lee, 2013) questionnaire with only three items for perceived costs, which is 
the minimum accepted level, and may affect the reliability of the scale. The other limitation is collecting data 
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from the street and the low level of response. The third limitation was collecting the data only from Mardin 
city, excluding villages. The last two limitations may affect the representativeness of the sample. So we expect 
it will be better for future studies to overcome these limitations, and conduct study with more developed 
questionnaire, with samples cover villages. In addition, because we could not study the role of all social 
structures, we expect it will be beneficial for future studies to make more searches about local resident’s 
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Community attachment (CA)  0,76 0,96 
The settings and facilities provided by this community are the best 0,86   
I prefer living in this community over other communities 0,84   
I enjoy living in this community more than other communities 0,92   
I identify the living in this community  0,86   
I feel that this community is a part of me  0,90   
Living in this community says a lot about who I am 0,87   
Living in this community means a lot to me  0,89   
I am very attached to this community  0,90   
I feel a strong sense of belonging to this community 0,87   
Many of my friends/family prefer this community over other communities 0,74   
Community involvement (CI)  0,80 0,92 
I participate in sustainable tourism-related activities 0,86   
I support research for the sustainability of this community 0,90   
I am involved in the planning and management of sustainable tourism in this community 0,92   
I am involved in the decision-making for the sustainable tourism of this community 0,89   
Perceived benefits  (PB)  0,72 0,96 
Increase employment opportunities  0,81   
Increase shopping opportunities  0,85   
Increase the revenues from visitors for local governments 0,86   
Increase business for local people and small businesses 0,86   
Increase opportunities for leisure and tourism 0,89   
Improve the conditions of roads and other public facilities 0,86   
Provide an incentive for the preservation of local culture 0,88   
Develop cultural activities by local residents  0,87   
Increase cultural exchanges between visitors and residents 0,86   
Increase positive effects on cultural identity 0,75   
Perceived costs (PC)  0,66 0,74 
Increase the prices of goods and services  0,794   
Increase environmental pollution  0,891   
Increase conflicts between visitors and residents 0,752   
Support for sustainable tourism development (STD)  0,82 0,95 
I support the development of community-based sustainable tourism initiatives 0,88   
I participate in sustainable tourism-related plans and development 0,93   
I participate in cultural exchanges between local residents and visitors 0,91   
I cooperate with tourism planning and development initiatives 0,94   
I participate in the promotion of environmental education and conservation 0,89   
 
Table 2: The Basic Model (Standardized) 
Path  Estimate S.E. C.R. P 
PB  <--- CA 0,089 0,031 2,597 0,009 
PB  <---  CI 0,541 0,034 13,299 0,000 
PC  <--- CA -0,083 0,039 -2,002 0,045 
PC  <---  CI 0,19 0,046 3,664 0,000 
PC  <---  PB -0,105 0,049 -2,237 0,025 
STD <---  CA 0,007 0,035 0,256 0,798 
STD <---  CI 0,236 0,041 6,514 0,000 
STD <---  PC -0,139 0,035 -5,08 0,000 
STD <---  PB 0,565 0,054 14,225 0,000 
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2720,228 939    
Full constrained  
model 
2623,718 904 96,51 35 P < 0,05 
PB  <--- CA 2623,718 905 96,51 34 P < 0,05 
PB  <---  CI 2623,971 905 96,257 34 P < 0,05 
PC  <--- CA 2632,29 905 87,938 34 P < 0,05 
PC  <---  CI 2626,28 905 93,948 34 P < 0,05 
PC  <---  PB 2629,084 905 91,144 34 P < 0,05 
STD <---  CI 2632 905 88,228 34 P < 0,05 
STD <---  PC 2629,08 905 91,148 34 P < 0,05 
STD <---  PB 2624,03 905 96,198 34 P < 0,05 
 
Panel (b)  male and female models 
Table 4: Comparative Results 
path Choi and Murray Lee Ours 
PB  <--- CA 0.300 0,4 0,089 
PB  <---  CI −0.199 0,25 0,541 
PC  <--- CA −0.236 0,06* -0,083 
PC  <---  CI 0.285 -0,07* 0,19 
PC  <---  PB   -0,105 
STD <---  CA 0.117  0,007* 
STD <---  CI −.096*  0,236 
STD <---  PC −0.378 -0,24 -0,139 
STD <---  PB 0.424 0,69 0,565 






















 Female standardized model Male standardized model 
Path Estimate P Estimate P 
PB  <--- CA 0,087 0,011 0,098  0,025 
PB  <---  
CI 
0,511 0.00 0,561 0.00 
PC  <--- CA -0,219 0,01 0,016 0,768 
PC  <---  
CI 
0,318 0.00 0,108 0,007 
PC  <---  
PB 
-0,266 0.00 0,003 0,96 
STD <---  CI 0,335 0.00 0,154 0.00 
STD <---  PC -0,063 0,011 -0,189 0.00 
STD <---  PB 0,524 0.00 0,619 0.00 
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* CA: community attachment, CI: community involvement, PB: perceived benefits, PC: Perceived costs and STD: support for sustainable 
tourism.  













* CA: community attachment, CI: community involvement, PB: perceived benefits, PC: Perceived costs and STD: support for sustainable 
tourism. 
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